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Before: HUG, O’SCANNLAIN, and SILVERMAN, Circuit Judges.

Min Ji Chen, and her son, Da Li, natives and citizens of the People’s

Republic of China, petition for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’

(“BIA”) order dismissing their appeal from an immigration judge’s order denying
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their application for asylum and withholding of removal.  We have jurisdiction

pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for substantial evidence, see Chen v.

Ashcroft, 362 F.3d 611, 616 (9th Cir. 2004), and we deny the petition for review.

The BIA determined there was no evidence of an objective basis for Chen’s

stated fear that, if removed to China, she would be sterilized because she had a

second child while living in the United States.  We are not compelled to conclude

otherwise.  Chen therefore failed to demonstrate a well-founded fear of future

persecution.  See Cordon-Garcia v. INS, 204 F.3d 985, 990 (9th Cir. 2000)

(holding that petitioner must provide “credible, direct, and specific evidence” to

satisfy the objective component of a well-founded fear of future persecution

claim). 

Because Chen failed to establish eligibility for asylum, she necessarily failed

to meet the more stringent standard for withholding of removal.  See Fisher v. INS,

79 F.3d 955, 961 (9th Cir. 1996) (en banc).

The voluntary departure period was stayed, and that stay will expire upon

issuance of the mandate.  See Desta v. Ashcroft, 365 F.3d 741 (9th Cir. 2004).    

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


